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~ABSTRACT

This study'examines the California and San‘Bernardino‘
'County, california foster care populatlon ‘before and after
the 1ntervent10n of “Ten Reasons to Invest in the Famllles
of California,” publlshed in 1990 and the passage of
Ccalifornia Senate Bill 1125 (SB 1125) in 1991. The sample ,
included all children inpSooial Service/Welfare Supervised
Foster Care in July, 1984 through July, 1997; A
retrospective analysis bf archival data was conducted using'
descriptive statlstlcs and graphlcal technlques to assess
changes in trends over time. The number of children in
foster care did‘notvdeoreaSe after the 1990 - 1992
"‘intervention. The desired chandes‘in the’age»of children in
foster care appear to_be making small steps in the direction
indicated in “Ten Reasons to Invest in the FamilieS'of'
california.” 1In addition, the children are spending longer
.periods;of.time in»care and the percentage of»minority
chlldren in care contlnues to grow. Although’the numbers
may not show a pos1t1ve trend developlng at thlS p01nt in
tlme, the contlnuum of services being 1mplemented under SB
1125 and subsequent leglslatlon with the~goa1 of helping
prevent out-of- home placements and. preserv1ng the famlly may

start to show the de51red results over the next few years.
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INTRODUCTION
Durlng the last half of the 20th century, a body of

research has developed regardlng the emotlonal behav1oral
‘"and demographlc characterlstlcs of chlldren comlng 1nb
a.contact w1th the foster care system. Research beglnnlng in
: the late 1950s (e g., DeFrles, Jenklns, Wllllams, 1961;

: Fanshel & Maas,_1962' Mass & Engler,‘1959) found a
' relatlonshlp between chlldren grow1ng up in a series of
temporary foster homes and the 1ncrease in serious .
developmental and psychologlcal problems they exhlblted
Contlnulng;research‘(e;g., Barth,‘1990;'£anshel, Flnch &
:Grundy; 1990; Fanshel & Shinn; 1973;-Mc1ntyre,lLounsbury,
'Bernﬁson-& stee1,91988f"Timber1ake &;verkieck, 19875
indicates'these problemsznotlonly continue to exiSt vbut
have grown 1n severlty. The developmental and psychologlcalA
problems have 1ncluded 1dent1ty dlsorders,,personallty
d1sorders, substance abuse,‘and cr1m1nal;act1v1ty, as well
:as-impulslylty,taggresslon(’truancy;bsexual acting out, and
lying Startlnq-with'MaaS'& Engler'in 1959 - researchers
labeled the experlence of foster chlldren spendlng long
perlods of t1me 1n a serles of dlfferent foster homes as

“foster care. drlft ! Wlth thls 1dent1f1catlon and the ever

'1ncreas1ng ev1dence of the problems developlng in this group
‘_6f children; profeSSionalslincluding‘psychologists, social
f'workers;jandﬁphySicians‘began examining the foster care

systemf



v In 1980 the federal government passed Publlc Law No.
:96 272 (PL 96 272), the Adoptlon As51stance and Chlld
:vWelfare Act of 1980, w;th the goal of‘lmprov1ng child
: welfare andhfoster care programs.' Two:objectives of’this
legislation were the prevention of nnneceSSary foster cared
.nplacements and stoppinq,foster care drift‘by providing the
"child.with a permanent home. Partlcularly 1mportant in the
permanency plannlng phllosophy are the values it places on
ra1s1ng chlldren in a famlly'settlng,bthe importance of the
nparentfchild‘attachment, and the'significance of the.
biological familv in‘hnmanhconnectedness (Maluccio & Fein,
_1983) PL 964272 includes major changes for Social Security
- Act programs deallng w1th the care of chlldren who must be |
| removed from thelr own homes by tylng federal foster care
fundlng to the 1mplementat10n of pOllCleS related to famlly
preservatlon and‘permanency plannlng (American Humane |
’Association, 1995); Foster care fundinc islan uncapped
entitlement while the funds for family_preservation,are
-capped and dlsproportlonately less. | iv ‘

PL 96 272 also marked a major Shlft in the phllosophy
‘of care for chlldren in need from that of resculng to one of
protectlng. In.1982 the State of Callfornla-passed Senate
' Blll 14 (SB 14) to. 1nst1tute the federal changes authorlzed
,vln PL 96- 272 (Callfornla State 5001a1 Serv1ces Adv1sory
rBoard 1984) . However, these changes were not 1mplemented

- as pollcy 1n the County of San Bernard1no untll 1983. It is



important to note that policy changes ceming about throuéh
the legislative process can-beeextremely slow.

Another theme running through the literature,
patﬁicularly since 1984, is’that'the number of:children in -
foster eare isvincreasing and the cﬁeracteristics of these
children are»uhdergoing significant changes (James Bell
AéSociates,'1993; National Cemmision on Family Foster Care,
1991; Tatara, 1993; U.S. House of Repfeeentatives‘Select
Committee on Childfen, Youth»andvFamilies, 1989). These‘
changes include age at entrance to the foster'care systen,
age at'exit,from the'foster cafe system, average age of
.Children‘in foster care, ethnicity, type ef placement;
length of time in placement, ahd the behaviofal;'emetional
and health problems of the children.

| Toshie Tatara, Ph.D., Director of the Ameriean Public
Welfare Association!sv(APWA) Research and Demonstration:
Departhent has conducted extensive national research using
aggregate data oﬁ‘tﬁe characteristics of chiidren in
eubstitute carei(Tatare; 1993, 1994)."To_develop e more
'eomplete picture of the childfen‘in care it is impoftant'te R
exemine the number of chiidren‘leaving asvwell as eﬁtering
‘care. One teehhique used by‘Tatara“iS”a population flow
paradigm where the movement«of.children, both in and out of
the"substitute eere system, can be.ehalfzed. The typevef
eggregate data necessary for this analysis is available at

many different levels of government.



To better understand'thé‘escalating problems within the
foster care system and the children it serves, this thesis
examined the history of pfdvidihg“¢are for children in need.
It also’examinéd thebgrowth»of and the chénges in the foster
~care system,,asbmeasuréd by the number of children éntering
foster care.betWeen'July 1984 and July 1996 in the State of ‘
'Caiifornié and the Counﬁy of San Bernardino'respectively.
‘Anybchanging and/or developing trends in the characteristics
of children»entering care during this same time period were
also examined. | o
History |

| Children enter this wofld totally dependent upon their
parents. Historically when their parénts cannot or will not
'carevforvthém, society haé created‘vérious'waYS td‘bridgé
thié»gap and assist thé child to indepéﬁdencef ,This'
assistance can be’tfaced back,thdusandS‘of.yéars, has taken'
‘many differénﬁ forms, and_has‘includedvmahy'philosophical
',changes,’ | | |
| _Durihg early civilization, one of human's‘fﬁndamental'
'driveé stithét of sufvivalf To increase their odds of day-
_ to-da¥‘surviVa1 theylfqrmed‘groupg and villages with'leadéré
:Whé*were in‘Chérge bf'b¥6§idin§'mutual‘pfoteCtion'and»
assistance to its membérs;-‘Initially,'this protection was
provided by the villaQe or group leader, but with'thé’-
'deVelqpment of early religibns,vthe primary responsibility‘

of providing protection for widows, 6rphans and the ill
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shifted from thevvillage leadér to'religious éstabliohmenté
(Friodlandef‘& Apte, 1974). ‘Thelfocus‘of,this ﬁrotéction
aiéo Shiftéd.’ What>wés once'regafded aS'mutuai protection
"and survivaijwasfnow‘rega;ded aS»oharity. As religions grew
bénd.became more importéht, providing charity'to people in
need»beoame an important moral duty, particularly in the
'Jewish and'ChriStiah reiigions. tOne example of éubstituté t
cafe in early Egypt;isvrecOrded in the»Biblé in Exodus‘2:
+1-10 and involVes the roscue of Moses. from the bulrushes.
jjThetEgyptian pharaoh'orderéd the murder of all male ﬁebrew
babies. To save her child, Moses' mother placéd him in a
baoket in the river to be found by>the pharaoh's daughter
who took him into her home énd raised him as her own.

The actual legal authority over ohildren‘can be traced
back to the first known compilation of civil law. The
Hammurabi Code dates back to approximately 2150 B.C. in
Babylonia and defines the‘parehtechild rélationship as a
proprietary intefeSt."The parent (the féther for‘mOSt of
recorded history) had the‘right to treat his ohildfen_as
property. This included selling them and even puttihg them
to_death.

This concept of children being tfeated'as propertyvhas
persisted in legal codes throﬁghout'history. The Hebrew
Code (approximately 800 B.C.) fully supported the concept of
‘children~as property and the child‘s‘abéoluteyduty of

respect to the‘féther, even into adulthood, until the

5



fatheris'deatn; ‘In:Roman Law (appregiﬁatelYI1753 B,C.),the
1 dpetrine of “patria‘potestas,” paternaliauthority or the
.paternal;power,.estabiishedfthe‘pOwers and rights belQnQing
to thedhead of the family in regardite hie wife,’chiidren |
_and:evenvdescendanfs coming from'theimaie side of the.family
(Black, 1990;7Radbill; 1974)..JIn later years the actual
laws Were'changed but the View of chiidren‘as‘property
persisted in Roman eulture. This is‘oniyvene example of an
enduring culfural vaiue which views the parents' riths as
superseding the rights of children. ‘The inflnence of Roman
Law can be seen4in early‘Engiisn law which‘upheld the
parent's right to fully control their children.i One major
difference in early‘English law was the practice‘ef allowing
‘ehildren to be emancipated at‘majority.' During this period,
children’were‘also‘acquiring‘some legal rights and the |
“guardian ad iitem? process was established. Guardian ad
“litems currently ekist in our legal system and may be, but
are not required to be; attorneys. ‘The American Humane
‘Association's Helping in Child Protective Services defines a
guardian ad litem as an adult appointed by ‘the court to
repreeent'the child in a judicial proceeding (p. 393).

| English poor laws were the basis for relief and‘welfare,
payments in England from the 16th tq the 20th century. 1In
1572,flegislation was passed giving each parish the
‘authority te levy a general tax to proVide funds te help fhe

poor. 1In England, this Statute of 1572 officially
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transferred'the responsibilitymof‘carind‘for people unable
to care for‘themselves to the gomernment. ‘We have now seen
the responsibility of caring for this group of people
transitioning‘from the group leader to the religious

' estabiishmentvand back‘to_the:leaders of a much larger group
- the government. | | -

The Elizabethan Poor Law Act of 1601 pulled together
three generations‘of'poor»laWs into a general format which -
guided Englahd'S‘poliCy.for oVer 300 years. The Elizabethan
Poor Laws defined three'claeses of poor: the able—bodied -
- poor who were placed in workhouses; the impotent poor~(sick,
.old,-demented and mothers with yoUng.children) who were
plaoed in almshouses; and_the'dependent'children,(orphans,
foundlings; children deserted by their families and children
whose parents were unable to support then) . ‘The'first
ch01ce for placement of dependent chlldren was to give them
to anyone w1lllng to take responSIblllty and not expect any‘
money for their care - a free home. If’they'wereiunable to
find a free home, the Chlld would be glven or sold to the
lowest bldder;' This form of placement was identified as an
apprentlceshlp or belng indentured and usually 1nvolved
children elght years of age and older. Boys were taught the
trade ofdtheir caretaker and,served'until their 24th
birthday;e'girls were’taught'to‘be domestic eervantskandh
'serVed_Until'they were 21>years'of age or married. This

experience varied from good care and training to inadequate



care, brutality and exploitation.

child Welfare policy in the United States has its roots
in Elizabethan Poor Law and, as in England, initially
provided very little protection for children.t As an eXample
of jﬁst how strict SOciety was during this time period, in
'~ Massachusetts, the Stubborn‘child Act of 1628 allowed a
stubborn or rebellious son, who would'not obey his parents,
to be put to death. Another example inCludes the Mosaic law
“passed in 1646'which imposed the death‘penalfy on unruly
children (Radbill, 1974). The early colonists-also followed
a strict code of'behavior»which disapproved of’laZiness and
poverty. ~Poverty was‘considered proof of low-moral_qualityv
and‘therefore, looked_down upon.

| In the 1850's, ReVereﬁd Charles Lorihg,Brace founded
the Children's Aid Society in New York City (Bremmer,'19§0;
Kadushin, 1974; Zietz, 1959). He saw the desperate plight
~of the children who were‘being placed in ofphanages'of
-simply~1eft in the'oity streets to fepd for themselves due
.to the:inability of thei; patents tovcere for them; Brace
: deveioped a system cailed.fplacing‘out.” He believed thet
dffarm families in thedmidWeet_oouid and Would,provide'homes
for these homeless children. Over 150,000 children rode the
‘orphan trains” to families in the midwest between 1854‘and
1929 (Terpstra &'McFadden; 1991). The oommonly used
‘expression “updfor’adoption” came into use at this time

becéuse_childreh would stand upon blooks to be selected when

8



the'orphanhtrains came inta-town. This°proceSSFWasbthe'
fbeglnnlng of the foster care system 1n the United States andh
lled to Charles Lorlng Brace belng referred to as the father’
of agency-sponsored»foster care in the Unlted States.
| In 1874, the Mary.Ellen'Wilson case initiated the first
u‘ma]or movement to protect children in the Unlted States
‘(Amer;can Humane Ass001at;on, 1995) Mary Ellen was an
eight year old'g"‘irl living in the tenements of New York
City; She had been 1ndentured at the age of 18 months and
. was frequently mlstreated by her caretaker. When a»church
. volunteervnamed Mrs. Wheeler heard Mary Ellen's cries for
‘help she went to the authorities and asked for their
as51stance. She was told there was nothing they could do
because there were no 1aws currently protectlng chlldren.
Mrs. Wheeler'went to the New York Society for the Prevention
"of Cruelty to Animals and asked the director, Henry Birgh
for help. Using‘thetlaws protecting ahimais, the case went
toacourt Qith‘Mary Ellen evehtually being placed with Mrs.
‘Wheeler; and the caretaker being sentenced to one year in
jail. The'number of child abuse cases being brought to' the
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals increased
to the point that in 1875‘the New York Society for the
Preventionfof CrUelty to Children was founded.

In 1909 the flrst Whlte House Conference on Chlldren
was convened w1th representatlves involved in the care of

‘dependent and‘neglected chlldren‘attend;ng from every state



in the‘Union. Thishwas,one of thelfi?st times child welfare‘
services-had been‘addreSSed as a public issue'and'the’

' understandingsbreaChed hy”the attendees:marked the beginning
ofvthe~standardlzation’of‘childeelfare»work‘(Zietz,'1§59).
One of the‘main thenes coming outvof'the,conference was'that
‘ rchildren~should be cared for in their own.home”rather thanhr-
in'group care, whenever'possible (Friedlander,&,Apte; 1974;v
“RoOSevelt Speaks,”‘1909);;1Action.was much'slowergtoltake_

nlace, and orphanages'or fdhildren's hones”-remained'a
gprimary child placement institutionvfor many'years." |

‘Two 1nfluent1al organlzatlons were created based on
_suggestlons from the Whlte House Conference. Flrst
Congress created the U. S Chlldren s Bureau in 1912 to
v1nvest1gate and report on all matters concernlng the welfare
.of chlldrena' The U. S Chlldren s- Bureau's flrst chlef was’
”Julla C Lathrop and the" Bureau s initial project was a
study of the 1n01dence and causes of 1nfant mortallty |
'Secondly, in 1920 the Cchild Welfare League of Amerlca (CWLA)
‘was founded w1th the goal of developlng standards for Chlld
’»care and child protectlon (Pasztor & Waynne, 1995). The
Russell Sage Foundatlon prov1ded the initial fundlng to
‘establish CWLA whlch, through the years;‘has‘become a well
‘respected national‘organization.i It's prlmary purpose is

supportlng the welfare of chlldren through the 1mprovement

of chlld welfare serv1ces. CWLA puhllshes a monthly journal

titled child Welfare as well as books, bibliographies and
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”standarde:for cﬁild care-and_protection. They also provide
.tfeihing; conferences and research on topics dealing with
child welfare. |

- In 1935 the Child Welfare Services Program was
authorized and funded under Title V of the Social Security
Act. 1In 1967, this authorizatioh was renumbered to Title IV
B ofvthe Social Security Act (NASW, 1987; Pine; 1986).
States received federal funds for the care of children who
were dependent,vneglected, or}in danger of becoming
delinquent. This legislation marks a gradual shift in the
type of child being served. Historically, pre-20th Century,
- privately funded substitute care including foster care,
institutional‘care and adoption came about as a way to deal
with children who were orphaned. Withiadvances in medicine
and technology, adult mortality decreased and a greater
number of parents were able to care for their own children
until they reached adulthood (Humphrey & Humphrey, 1988). A
basic assumption of the new publicly funded foster care
system was that out-of-home placement would be a temporary
arrangement for the child. 1In the United States, this
marked a major shift in the responsibility for these
children away from extended families, religious
organizations and private individuals. Legally and
financially, dependent children were now plaeedein the hands
of the government.

In the early 1960s, Dr. C. Henry Kempe became alarmed

11



by the large number'of children being seen ih hié pediatric
'service for non-accidental injuries (Rédbill, 1974); Based
on Kempe's,cbnbern; in 1961, the Americah‘Academy.of.Pedi-
atrics held a symposium on the problem of child abuse. Thié
symposium and the identification of the “Battered.Child
"Syndrome” (Kempe, 1962) led to a renewed interest ih the
plight of children in our country. Due to the efforts of
the U.S. Children's Bureau, the Council of State
Governments, the American Humane Association, and the
American Medical Association, child abuse reporting
legislation which encouraged the reporting of suspected
child abuse was enacted in all states (Paulsen, 1974). The
child abuse reporting law was instituted in the State of
california in 1965. Over the ensuing years; legislative
changes have led to many improvements in the initial
reporting 1aws; The definition of who is considered a
mandated reporter of suspected child abuse has greatly
expanded aﬁd in turn, ﬁhis eXpansion has led to a growing
public awareness and better education on identifying and
deaiing with child abuse in general.  On the dther hand,
thiS‘gfowinq awareness and incfeased education has led to an
evéf inéreasing number of suspécted child abuse reports
being made to Child Protective Service agencies and children
being placed in foéter care.

Title IV E of the Social Security Act created an

uncapped entitlement allowing states to receive

12



‘ vreimbursement'forlso%_of:thepcost ofpfostervand‘groupkhome'
jcareQ ﬂAsjaﬁrentitlement, funding increased as the Sizegof
‘thelcaseloadS’increased. fIn additidn;ragéncies'canvclaimf

H'SO/'of the case management costs of s001a1 worker staff to

letle IV E fundlng along w1th up to 75/ of the costs for all

,soc1a1‘workerwtra1n1ng Due to the llmlted amounts of money

‘avallable for preventatlve serv1ces and the seemlngly

funllmlted funds avallable for foster and group home
placements, money became the dr1v1ng force in placement

‘dec1s1ons for many of Callfornla =3 chlldren.vi |

| The County Welfare Dlrectors of Callfornla; Chief:

jProbatlon Offlcers Ass001atlon of Callfornla,‘and the.

Cal1forn1a Mental Health Dlrectors As5001atlon 1nclude
{ leaders of agenc1es worklng w1th chlldren and famllles at e
- risk on a dally-bas1s. The complex1ty and serlousness of
»the problems they were comlng up agalnst comblned w1th an
1nsuff101ent amount:ofvfundlng and tools to'dealvwlth these
;problems, left these leaders deeply concerned.- Asia'result;

_Va rapldly 1ncreas1ng number of chlldren were belng placed 1nf
'out of—home care- as the only placement to assure safety,
.'superv151on or mental health treatment. ‘

o Dlscus51ons among these groups led to the consensus

T'that by worklng together mOre could be accompllshed."In the'
.Spring of . 1990 utlllzlng a grant from the Edna McConnell
fClark Foundatlon; thls group prepared and publlshed. Ten

‘fReasons to Invest in the Famllles of Callfornla:- Reasons to



Invest in Services Which Prevent OthOfQHomebPlacement and
Preserve Familieé.” - | | |

A prsss’féiease~diétributed»by_San Berhardino‘Couhty;
dated.May{4, 1990 described this report as a “comprehénsive
study of trends'ana cdsts of out-df-home_placémeht in
Califbrnia,”-IOne of the>goalé of this repoft was ﬁo advance
the policy debaté‘in'Caiifornia and Wasﬁington,,DC’regarding.
the urgent'needs of children and to support these agencies
in théirweffofts “tdbseek-cost_effective and humane
alternativés to out-of-home placement for children at risk”
(p. 1). To this-ehd, the report:was distfibuted to
" california legislators, members of the U.s. Congfess, and
numerous organizétions dealing with Children’at risk. in‘
‘ addition, press reléasés‘and publicrpresentations‘further
inéreaséd'the,repért!s éxposure and ied to a great‘deal of
attention'inbpélicy circles. One'examplevis Pat Craig
'(Craig Aséociates), a Waéhington,‘DC lébbyist with the -
County‘Weifafe Directoré'Qf California énd San Bernardino'
County aé'two Qf-her'blients, They have ﬁsed the
.informatiéh éqntéinéd ih this report to push for éhild
Qelfare'legislation for a number of years.' Two specific
areas included Familylﬁreservation Legislation‘and the.
recently paSséd Welfare Reform Act (P. Craig, personalv
communication, October 3, 1997).

The authors looked at the Caiifornia out;éfthmeiqafe.

population between 1985 and 1989 and identified the
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following ten reasons to invest in the families of

California.

1.

Between 1985 and 1989, the number
of children in out-of-home care in

California increased 65%. Total

expenditures for this care _
increased 75% - over $310 million.

Foster children are getting
younger. In four years, the number
of children in foster care who were
less than four years old increased
165% to nearly 19,000.

The number of babiés in foster care

is escalating at a shocking pace.

Nearly 4,400 infants were in foster
care in 1989 -. an 1ncrease of 235%
in four years.

Children are staying longer in
foster care.

70% of the children in foster care
under social services supervision
were removed from home as a result
of endangerment due to parental
neglect, incapacity or absence.

Nearly two-thirds of the children
in out-of-home care are minority
children. California's ethnic
diversity requires targeted
strategies which are culturally
relevant to minority families.

The state's resources for serving
delinguent children have been
directed to the most expensive
types of care - out-of-home
placement in group homes and the
California Youth Authority.

In the absence of a mental health
system for children in California,
more and more children are being
placed in the most intensive and
expensive foster care group homes -

15



10.

‘commitments,

psychologlcal and psychlatrlc
programs.

Extended families, which are
playing an increasing role in the
care of abused and neglected

children, receive little support in

their efforts to reunify and

- preserve their families.

In the absence of an investment in

strategies which keep families

“safely together and prevent the
~need for out-of-home care, by 1994

California's foster care caseload

will grow to 90,000 children and

costs will double to $1 '8 billion.
(CWDA, et al.)

The authors also-included recommended.investments or

both phllosophlcal and- flnan01al to home and

scommunlty based strategles that would help prevent out-of-

‘home placement of chlldren and thereby, preserve families.

Most of these recommended'investments'can be, at least

partially,

‘ followed.

seen in the Child Welfare Legislation that soon

fThe authors of “Ten ReaSons to Invest in the Families

_ of Callfornla contlnued thelr work in thls area and were

‘1nstrumental in the development and passage ‘of Callfornla

Senate Blll 1125 (SB 1125) 1n 1991. ThlS bill was the first

major reorganlzatlon of Chlld Welfare Serv1ces s1nce the

passage of PL 96-262 in 1980 and Callfornla SB 14 in 1982.

Some of the significant changes 1ncluded

'1.:7'Chang1ng the Chlld Welfare Serv1ces program from four

'fseparate programs (ER - Emergency Response, FR - Famlly‘

;‘Reunlflcatlon,-FM'— Famlly Malntenance, and PP -

16



Permanency Plannlng)‘to one. serv1ce dellvery program.i_
f2.‘,.Returning to one case plan as the foundation of Chlld ‘
CWelfare.Serv1ces.andnhav1ng.the ability to 1ncludev

family'preservation seryioes as‘part:of the Case‘plan,p
"3;: ySought to-expand usebof voluntary programs and - |

| placements and increase the length of_time and fundingi
avallable 1n thlS area. Unfortunately, the State of -
" California failed to obtain the necessary IV-E waiver
and these‘expansionsiwere never implemented.
4.  Increased flexibility of»local program operation which‘
1ncreased the s001al worker's ability to prov1de direct‘

lserv1ces to clients. (Fox, 1991)

Follow1ng is a partial list of the recommended
1nvestments along with examples (noted by CA/SB) of how’ they
were addressed in California and San Bernardino County by
the SB 1125 legislation and w1th Family Preservation/Family
Support (FP/FS) funding which became available in 1993.

, This is by no means a complete list, but it reinforces the
fact that out of the publication of “Ten Reasons to Invest
in the Families of Callfornia and passage of SB 1125 the
‘State of California andvthe County of San Bernardino are in_
the proCess’of»making investments in»services'and‘policies
whioh will‘assist in preventing out-of-home placements and
help preserve familiesfin California:

1. Program and fiscal policies which

promote alternatives to out of-home

17



‘care through:
- Increased state and federal funding for
‘home and community based family
 vpreservatibn and placemént prevention
services.

CA/SB - Family Preservation/Family Support funds
bédame'available and have‘beenvused,
particularly in San Bernardino County,.to‘
‘fund,Public and private}“nbn4profit_agencies
providing a wide'assortmehtlofﬂFP/FS

' services.
- An easing of structural mandates
~and greater flexibility in ‘
categorical funding streams so that
local agencies have the flexibility
to address the individual needs of
chlldren and families.

CA/SB - . In San Bernardino County, SB 1125 has enabled
sbcialAWorkers'to pfovidé.families with goods
and services that allow the children to
remain safely in their homes.

- By tapping'into fe&eral Title XIX - Medicaid .
funding San Bernardino County has been able
to place Public Health Nurses in local Child

' Welfafé Services offices.
2. Aggress1ve serv1ce strategies whlch
- confront parental substance abuse:
- Expansion of residential and day

treatment programs for pregnant women
who use drugs and new mothers with

18



CA/SB

babies exposed to alcohol or drugs.

In San Berhardino'County, Family Preservation

funds have been used to improve and license

child care facilities at drug treatment pro-

-grams’and pay for parenting and nutrition
classes.

‘The Perinatal Coalition of the San Bernardino

County's Children's Network has developed
protocols for use in all area hospitals to
assess and repert'maternal substanee abuse.

Establish a “base-line” of

information on the conditions of
children and families involved with
the out-of-home care system through

an in-depth characteristics survey
which provided:

Information on the age, gender,
ethnicity and economic status of parents
and children:

Information spe01fy1ng the reasons for
initial placement and the underlying
conditions of children and their

- parents, including mental illness and
‘the extent of family involvement with

alcohol and drugs;
The Chlld Welfare Research Center located at
the University of california, Berkeley

collects statewide data on children in foster

~care and publishes information on a yearly

basis. The most current publication is
Performance Indicators for Child Welfare
Services in California: 1996.”"

Callfornla has recently 1mp1emented a
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CA/SB -

statewide computer systems - Child Welfare

-Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMS)

which will be gathering consistent
information from every cbunty in the state.
-  Information identifying the
extent of child and family
involvement with other public
agencies; ‘
San Bernardino County'is in the process of

developing an Interagency Index between the

Department of Children's Services, Department

of Behavioral Health, Department of Public

Health, and the Probation Department. This
will enable the agencies to work together to
ensure the clients are receiving the
necessary services.

In partnership with minority
communities, targeted strategies

which address the needs of minority
families through:

Development and implementation of
relevant placement prevention and family
preservation services for minority

- families;

San Bernardino County recently funded a

private, non-profit agency to provide
bilingual/bicultural counseling.
Participate in cultural awareness and
cultural sensitivity training by public
child welfare, probation and mental
health professionals;

San Bernardino County sends all newly hired
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CA/SB -

”'lsocial‘workersvto an.Orientation and - |

Y-Inductlon tra1n1ng whlch 1ncludes Cultural
_Sens1t1v1ty Tralnlng and on-g01ng ICWA
~(Indian Chlld Welfare Act) tralnlng.“

Federal and state pOllCleS which

promote the viability of out-of-
home placement with a relatlve.

Developments_ln thlS area'have-been more

.-recent and will.be addressed in?the:

. Dlscu551on Sectlon .

Federal and state pOllCleS which
promote the use of family foster
homes in lieu of more restrictive

‘and expensive placement
alternatlves. o :

vvaevelopments in th1s area have been more
‘f‘recent and " w1ll be addressed 1n the

'Dlscuss1on Sectlon

Recommended Investments 7 8, and 9 w1ll be addressed

brlefly 1n the D1scuss1on Sectlon.

Develop alternatlves to group home

~and CYA placements for dellnquent
~youth. oo :
- Develop a mental health system for
. children. ’
- Develop and 1mplement performance

measures for group home programs

- which, at a minimum, identify the.

" relative effectiveness of services
- provided and the extent to which

- the services assist the Chlld'
‘;case plan goals.

'In.summary, w;th~thevpubllcation-of their report in

1990, the agencies charged with the care of California's.
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abused, neglected, delinquent, and ﬁentally}ill children
.‘being placed_in out-of-home care identified the seriousness
+-and the scope of the problems being encountered by thiS'
dpopulation. The‘information was then'distributed to the
F'indiViduals, agen01es, and leglslatlve bodles respon51ble
lfor maklng pOllCY changes and fundlng allocatlons. ThlS led
- to the passage of SB 1125 in 1991 wh;ch»mandated some of the
_changes reoommendedrin,“Ten Reasons to’Invest in‘the
_Famllles of Callfornla and opened the door for countles to
1mplement others. | |
The data used to evaluate the ten reasons llsted above

.1ncluded chlldren in out of—home care 1n the State of
:Callfornla in FY 1984/85 - FY 1988/89 with the chlldren
“being superv;sed by the following agen01es;,SOClal
: Services/Welfare,'Probation, and Mental*Health. ;This,thesis
‘looked at a smallerbpopulation (Social Services/Welfare |
Supervised Children in out-of-home care)-over a longer |
period ofstime (July 1984 through Julybl997)'in two.
.oategories (California and San Bernardino CountY)fb A
_retrospeotlvehanalysis'of data colleoted for the State of
California'betueen JulYl19é4land July 1997 was. used to
‘determine Whether or not'there'has been any amelioration of
ﬁthe problems cited by the commlttee., Spe01flcally, ‘the
problems to be addressed for chlldren in Social
-‘Servlces/Welfare supervlsed out—offhome‘placement inolude:

1. Reason 1 -  The number of children in out-of-home
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care in California is increasing,

2.’: Reason‘z -    Foster childrenfare’gétting yoﬁnger? 

3. Reason 4 - Children are staying longer in foster
cafe,' ‘

4. Reason 6 - _ Nearlyvtwo—thirds of the children in

- out-of-home care are minority children,
S. Reason 7, 8, & 9 - Trends in the type of out-of-home
placement being used.

'Thevhypothesis is that, if the changes recommended by
the publication's authors and reinforced by SB 1125 have
occured we should detect the fbllowing tfends in the
ihdicators listed below gradually occurrihg after the Spring
1990 publicétionadate and the passage of SB 1125 in 1991.

1. A decrease in the number of children in out-of-home
care, | |
2. A leveling off 6r‘increase in:

a. the average age of children entering foster care

| b. the average age of.childreh in fostervcare, and

c. a decrease in the average agé of children exiting

foster céfe | |
3. A decrease in thebaverage number of months childreh,afe
in placement. |
4. A decrease in the percentage of minority children in
care.
5. Typesbof placeﬁents-are aléo examined tdbidentify any

trends over time.
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» . ﬁETHOD
The sample included~all children in Social Service/
vWelfare'Supervised‘Foster Care'intthe month_of_July in the
’yyears 1984 through 1997 in the State of California and in
thevCounty of San Bernardino, California respectively. The
data were collected 1n aggregate form. No individual Chlld‘
- was contacted, thereby ellmlnatlng any problem w1th ‘
'confldentlallty 1ssues."v

Demographic data on the subjects was supplled by the
State of Callfornla Department of Social Services -
Statlstlcal'Serv1ces Bureau.v PL 96—272_mandated that states
must develop a statewide systemvindiCating where‘eyery child
was placed 1f they wanted to receive Title IV-E fundlng for
foster care expenses. Callfornla developed the Foster Care}
: Information System (FCIS) wh1ch>rece1ves foster care
binformation‘statewide via the SOC 158 form. This is a
‘computer generated form_mandated by California State"
‘regulations. The information»gathered'from this form aids
1n determlnlng the amount of fundlng each county w1ll
brecelve and is also used in the payment process for foster
‘care prov1ders. Thevstate and‘federal,regulat;ons:and the
financial process connected_to‘thevSOChiSB form ensure a
‘high degree'of,accuracy in the data'collection. i
e édure S . )

A retrospective analysis‘of archiVaifdata’was conducted
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using descriptive statistics and‘graphical techniques tor.
assess.changes'in trends over time. SPSS for Windows was
used to produce the graphics. Each characteristic was |
examined over a fourteen year period (1984 1997) tov
hdetermlne if any significant changes‘had occurredvafter the
>'19§0—1992 intervention which‘included‘the publication'of
‘“Ten_Reasons to Invest in the Families'of California” and
thevpassage andyimplementation of SB 1125.

‘To determine if the increasingunumberfof’children in
out-of-home carevwas‘based solely:on the.number of children
entering care,‘a;“subStitute care population flow paradigm’
(Tatara, 1994) was used' Of particular 1mportance in this
,process is the use of aggregate data of the type detailed
above. By us1ng the number of chlldren in care at the
beginning of the year, the number of children enterlng care
during the year, the number of children‘leav1ng care>dur1ng -
the year, and the'numberbof‘children in,care at the-end ofbi
the year;'the population flow,ventry rates, and exitSjrates"
were. calculated;' - | |

| The entry rates were calculated by d1v1d1ng the number
of children enterlng foster care by the total number of
'children served in foster care»each year..vExit rates were
calculated by leldlng the number of children leav1ng foster
‘care by the total number of children served in foster care
~ each year.‘ The.gain_orvloss in the foster care populatlon,

for each year was calculated by subtracting the Entry Rate



from the Ex1t Rate. ;

All numbers percentages, and rates are based on the.

lState of Callfornla and San Bernardlno County foster care“ff.

fpopulatlon, not the State of Callfornla or San Bernardlno'jr.”

”County general populatlon.v"




RESULTS

Data for hypothesis 1bthrough 5 were.graphéd énd the
slope of the data were examined before 1990 and after 1992
. to determine if the hypothesized changes, based on the
intervention - publication of “Ten Reaébns to Invest in the
Families of California” and the-implementatiqn of SB 1125,
had oCcufred. | ‘ ‘ ’.
Hypothesis #1 - There will:be a decfeése in fhe number of’
children in out-of-home céré7  This hypbthesis[was1not
supported. A decrease.in'the:ﬁumber'of children in Out-of-'
home éare did not occur in either the State of California or
San Bernardino County. As shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2,
the slope continued upward tb a foﬁrtéen year high for the
number of children in out-of-home care in both California ;

103,094, and San Bernardino County - 4,443.

27



Figure 1 . .
Number of Open Foster Care Cases By Year
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Figure 2
Number of Open Foster Care Cases By Year
San Bernardino Co.

1984-1997
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Hypothesis #2a - There will be a leveling off or increase in
the average age of children entering foster care. As showh
in Figure 3, there appears to be é decrease in the average
age of children entering foster care between 1984 and 1989
in both California and San Bernardino County. In
California, from 1989 to 1997 the age appears to level off.
‘San Bernardino County's age experiences several fluxations
during this time period. California's average age was 7.8
years in 1984, 6.6 years in 1989 and increased to 6.8 years

in 1997. 1In San Bernardino County the average age was 7.8

29



. years in 1984 6 5‘years in 1989 and returned to 6 5 years
in . 1997 after a sllght decrease in 1995.

'Figure 3 |
| ' Ayerage Age at Case Openlng
Callfornla and San Bernardlno County

1984 - 1997
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2, ypothesis #2 b = There w1ll be a levellng off or 1ncrease 1nty
dthe average age of chlldren 1n foster care as a whole. As |
}shown in Flgure 4, there appears to be a decrease Ain the_'*h’
average age of chlldren in foster care as a whole betweenﬂk
1984 and 1989 1n both Callfornla and San Bernardlno County

From 1990 to 1997 1n both Callfornla and San Bernardlno‘
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County there appears to be a general leveling off of average
age. San Bernardino County appears to experience both an
increase and a decrease in the average age between 1990 and
1997. 1In California, the average age was 10.0 years in
1984, 8.4 years in 1989 and increased to 9.0 years in 1997.
In San Bernardino County, the average age was 10.2 years in
1984, 8.5 years in 1989 and 9.0 years in 1997.
Figure 4

Average Age of Foster Children

California and San Bernardino County
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hesi 2¢c - There w111 be a decrease in the average age
of children ex1t1ng foster care.._As shown in Figure~5,
there appearS'to have-been a general'decrease in the‘average
age of children exiting fosterjcare between‘1984 and 1990.in
both California and San Bernardino Countv | In Callfornia,
from 1991 to 1997 there appears to have been a gradual
levellng off. San Bernardan'County appears to experience‘f
an increase and several decreases between 1991 and 1997.‘ In
Callfornia, the average age of chlldren ex1t1ng foster care
was. 9.4.years in 1984,g8.9 years/in 1989 and decreased,to
8.8 Years‘ingl997; _in San'Bernardino County the average age
'Was 8.9 years in 1984, 8.5 years in 1989 and decreased to
7.9 years’in_1997, | | |
igure 5 | | .

Average Age at Case Termination
California and San Bernardino Coﬁnty
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f Hypothesis #3 - There willrbe'a;deorease in the aVerage
number of months children arefinlplaoementl As shown 1n

: Figure 6, the average number of months chlldren ‘are in
plaoementvdld not appear to decrease 1n-e1ther Callfornia or
San‘Bernardino Countv; In Callfornla, the average months 1n‘
placement were 21.4. months 1n 1989 and 24. 1 months in 1997
‘for an increase of 2.7 months.‘ In San Bernardlno County,‘
the average months in placement were 20.2 months in 1989 and

23.3 months in 1997 for an 1ncrease‘of‘3.1'months.

Figure 6
' Average Months in Placement
California and San Bernardino County
1984 - 1997
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Hypotnggis #4 - There will'beva decrease in the percentage
of minority children in'care.'-In California, the total
‘minority population in foster care was approximately 62% in
1989 and'66%.in 1997. InlSan‘BernardinoﬂCounty,'the'total‘
minofity population in-foster‘caré was approximately 47% in
1989_and:53%,in 1997. AsbshOWn in Tabie 1, a decrease did
not occur. |

.aEXamination of the specific minority groups indicatés
fhat most of the increase has oédurred in the Hispanic
: pobulation, This increase has'also occurred in both the B
general population in Califbrnié,ahd-San Bernardino County.

Table 1

Percentage of Minority Children in Foster Care Population

: __California ~_San Bernardino County
Ethnicity 1989 1997 Change 1989 1997 Change
Hispanic : 212% 27.4% +6.2 C221% 27.0% +4.9
 Black ©381% 36.0% =21 23.1% 242% +11
Am. Ind/Alsk Nat. - 1.0% 10% - 0 ' 0.4% 0.7% 403
Asian/Pac Isl/Filipino 1.9% _ 1.4% - 05 ‘ 1.2%  0.6% - 06 -
Total Minority i , o
 Foster Care Pop. . 622% 658% - +36 - 46.8% 52.5% +57

Figure 7 (Califqrnia)}anleigure 8‘(San Béfnérdino'
CoﬁntY) indicate chaﬁges in the;hﬁﬁberé of;chi1dfén‘6f
varying ethnicities.in:thé;fostér.café pdbulation q&er'timé.
These figures do not take,ihtd'conéidération the changes.in

ethnicities in the general population over time.
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As shoWn*in Fidﬁrev7 there appears to be a steady
1ncrease 'in the Hlspanlc populatlon 1n foster care in
Callfornla'between 1984'and 1997. An increase is also seen
in the Black and White foster care populatlon between 1984
and 1997 but the 1ncreases were not as gradual. The Black
_populatlon 1ncreased rapldly between 1987 and 1990 and then t
the increases became more gradual. The Whlte populatlon o
experlenced a sllght decrease in 1990 through 1992 and then
continued to increase. The As1an/Pa01flc Islander/Flllplno
‘and Amerlcan Indlan/Alaskan Native foster care populatlon

appears‘to remain the same. -

igu 7
Ethn1c1ty of Open Foster Care Cases
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h As-shown'in Fiénrevs there appears to be a gradual
1ncrease 1n the Whlte, Hlspanlc and Black foster care
»populatlon in Ssan Bernardlno County between 1984 and 1997.
The A51an/Pa01flc Islander/Flllplno and Amerlcan
‘f‘ Indlan/Alaskan Natlve foster care populatlon appears to

=irema1n the same.,

Ethnlclty of Open Foster Care Capvnggy
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H :ot'e ‘s” - Types of placements were also examlned tov
1dent1fy any trends ‘over tlme. The most obv1ous trend 1n

Flgure 9 (Callfornla) and to a lesser degree or pos51bly a
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# By Placement Type .

10000 o

delayed reaction in Figure 10 (San Bernardino County) is the
inéreasedluse of Relative Fbstér Family Homes and the
leveling off in use of Nénfelative Fdster Family Homes. 1In
Califorﬁia, the use of Nonrelative Foster Family Homes was
49% in 1989 and_decfeased to 32% in 1997. At the same time,
Relative Foster Family.Homes increased from 39% in 1989 to
46% in 1997, In>San Bernardino County, thé use of
Nonfélatiﬁe Foéter Family Homés‘also.decféaSed but not as.

much as in the State of*California as a whole. 1In 1989 it

“was 51% and the use decreased to 45% by 1997. Relative

Foster Family Homes increased from 42% in 1989 to 47% in

1997.

Figure 9
‘Number of Open Cases by Placement Type
 State of california
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Figure 10

Number of Open Cases by Placement Type
San Bernardino County

1984 - 1997
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h As shown 1n Table 2 the growth in Callfornla s fosterthibbi
'care populatlon was greater 1n years 1985 through 1990 than{yf;"

it was 1n years 1991 through 1997. There appears to be an_fb :

.,g;upturnvoccurlng‘ln 1997 but the data for the next few yearsg“;

~ﬁfw1ll need to be examlned before th1s can be determlned.'

: Table 2 Cahfomla Foster Care Ponulatlon Wlth Flow Data Julv 1984 through Julv 1997

n ’.Start,of e :qunt'er_ed ;-‘fiTzotal_,f C et .""*-'!'?Endofz“ oo From o
Year Year - Care. ~  Served = ‘Care . Year - -~ ¥Yrto¥r

1985 35176 18660 - 53836 14 862' L msom wosw
g6 e 2igel 60835 17‘;,8_40_""_ Comees w0
‘1'987,"‘42 995’ ~g"‘226387:"“ "f'v»;',6'5,633‘ ‘»:18.,8,8"5 _, ‘_'V».4'6,7'"50_ L + 87%
e 1988 46, 750 2, 495 70245 ‘,""':;i,4,809 S 55436 :ﬁ+j3;‘5_%_ -
1989 55 436’- ) 28017 83453 16925 . 66528 +200% »»
1990 66,528 L 2900495532 21 564_7»-',, 73968 +112%
‘179_9_1‘3 .‘,}'73‘,9‘687;'_‘, ’.'26,_9_“.13'7' 100881 v'};.25 915,‘_:’»'_" 74966 - +14%
1992 74966 26705 101671 37 77885 +39%
"-.;1‘993:;va 77885 fv{ : -:"1'2"6,805 Lo 'i64‘690 o 21948 K :'32,662‘ ,+-6'}1%"1. -

1995 86,602 31,040 I".?117642_» *’25 108_7 '92534 +69%

""%7'726 009”7 »,-.§94 753*; ‘ + 24%‘

1996 92,534 . 28233 12‘0_?7617‘-,;,:} ;

1997 04758 33l 4‘1’25-0695-"’ 21 975:,5-'; f}_}{; 103 094 g 88

' Note Data Source State of Cahforma De' *artment of Soc1a1 Serv1ces Statlstlcal Servrces Bureau

' a) Statrstrcal Serv1ces Bureau states there are some problems w1th the exact number of termmatlons

' - Chrldren tummg 18 or entermg a Probat1on facrlrty for example may not be accurately counted he number
' of cases open at the end of the year and the number of children entermg care are accurate therefore the Left

Care col_umn_has been ‘adJusted accordmgly._: '_ e
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Movement in and out of California foster care system
- based on entry rates and exit rates indicates there have
been increases in the total population every year from 1985

through 1997.

Table 3: California Foster Care Population with Flow Data - July 1994 through July 1997

Year ____Entry Rate (a) Exit Rate (b) _ b-aa

1985 . 0.3'47b ‘ _0.2760. | - 0071
1986 0.359 0293 0,066
1987 0345 - 0.288 | -0.057
1988 0.335 0211 -0.124
1989 0336 0.203 0133
1990 0.304 0.226 » 20.078
1991 0.267 ' 10.257 . -0.010
1992 0.263 0.234 -0.029
1993 0256 0.210 | 0046
1994 0.266 0.222 -0.044
1995 0264 0213 -~ .o0s1
1996 0.234 0215 -0.019
1997 0242 0.176 -0.066

Note.  The following rates are calculated with data from Table 2.

Enﬁy Rate = # Entered Care + ’Total # Served - Exit Rate = # Left Care + Total # Served

? The result of b-a detennines. the extent of gain or loss in the foster care population for ;1 given year. A
positive number‘ indicates a decrease in the population while a negative number indicates an increase in the .
population. |

®This figure can be interpreted as: 34.7% of the children served by the foster care system during 1985 were

those who entered care during that year.

40



¢ On the other hand, this figure means that 27.6% of the children served by the fosier care system during 1985
left care during the year. |

As shown in Table 4, the growh in San Berhardino
County's foster cére.population was greater in 1985 through
1991 than it was in 1992 through 1997. However, the
differendes from year to‘Year appear to be more erratic than
California's differences in Table 2.

Table 4: San Bernardino Foster Care Population with Flow Data - July 1994 through July 1997

In Care ‘ a : In Care % Diff.

Start of Entered Total " Left K End of : From -
Year _ Year ' Care Served Care Year Yrto Yr
1985 1,316 | 856 ' 2,172 517 1,655 : +25.8%
1986 = 1,655 1,070 2,725 1,186 | 1,539 - 7.0%
1987 1,539 1,261 2,800 817 1,983 +28.9%
1988 1,983 1,193 3,176 776 2,400 +21.9%
1989 2,400 1,145 3,545 982 2,563 + 6.8%
1990 2,563 1,297 3,860 1,001 2,859 +11.6%
1991 2,859 | 1,380 | 4,239 1,047 3,192 +11.7%
1992 3,192 906 4,098 768 3,330 | + 4.3%
1993 3,330 1,004 4,334 701 3,633 + 9.1%
1994 3,633 1,357 4,990 1,256 3,734 + 2.8%
1995 3,734 1,906 5,560 1,354 4,286 +14.8%
1996 4,286 1,629 5,915 1,741 4,174 - 2.6%
1997 4.174 1.654 5.828 1.385 4.443 + 6.4%

Note. Data Source - State of California, Department of Social Services, Statistical Services Bureau
a) Statistical Services Bureau states there are some problems with the exact number of terminations per year.

Children turning 18 or entering a Probation facility, for example, may not be accurately counted. The number

41



of cases open at the end of the year and the number of children entering care are accurgte, therefore, the Left
Care column has been adjusted accordingly.

| Movement in and out of the San Bernardino County foster
care systém based on entry rates and exit rates indicates
there have been increases in the fostér care population

every year from 1984 through 1997 except in 1986 and 1996.

Table 5: San Bernardino County Foster Care Population with Flow Data - July 1994 through July 1997

a

Year EntryRate (a) - ExitRate (b) - | b-a
1985 0.394b 0238 -0.156
1986 0393 0435 0042
1987 0.450 0292 -0.158
1988 0.376 0244 | | o1
1989 s o -0.046
1990 0.336 O o2s9 o7
1991 0326 , 0247 -0.079.
1992 0221 0187 -0.034
1993 0232 0.162 0,070
1994 0.272 0252 0020
1995 0338 0.240 0,098
1996 0275 0.294 40019
1997 0284 0278 - 0,006

Note. | The following rates are calculated with data from Table 4.

Entry Rate = # Entered Care + Total # Served Exit Rate = # Left Care + Total # Served
* The'result of b-a determines the extent of gain or loss in the foster caré population for a given 'yeaf. A
positive number indicates a decrease in the population, while a negative number indicates an increase in the

population.
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® This figure can be interpreted as: 39.4% of the children served be the foster care system during 1985 were
those who entered care during that year. |
° On the other hand, this figure means that 23.8% of the children served By the foster care system during 1995 ’

left care during the year.
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DISCUSSION

.>A decréase'in the number of children in out-of-home
care}between 1989 and 1997 did‘nof occur. The desiréd
changes in the age of.childrén referred to in Hypothesislza,
b, and c appear to be makiﬁg small steps in the fight
direction but progress is slow. In addition, the Children.
are spehding longer periods of time in care and the
pércentage of hinority children in care continues td grow.
The workgroup which developed “Ten Reasons to Invest in the
Families of California” and later, wrote California SB'1125,
started their assessment of out-of-home placement trehds
with the goal of working together to devélbp and encourage
policy and procedures whiéh would ultimately reduce the
number of‘children in out-of-home plademehts through an
investment in a continuum of family services. Again, this
did not happen if you iook bnly at the numbers. If you look
deeper ‘it becomes clear that a continuum of services.is
siowly developing but has not yet‘gaihed tﬂe momentum‘to
overcome an array of serious societal issues.

During the Families Helping Familiés Coﬁfefende in Sén
Francisco, CA in February; 199é Richard'Bérth, Ph.D., UC
Berkeley School of‘Sodiél‘Wofk,‘Child WeifareiRésearéhv'
Center, was asked why he believed the numbér of children in
foster care placemenﬁ has not decreésed significantly since
the publication of “Ten Reasons to Invest in the Families of

California” and the passage of SB 1125. He discussed two
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differént issues he belieVes have qontribﬁtéd’to the
increased numberé: | :
- the increase in»perinétal'drug exposure (suﬁstance'
abuse in general) |
- increased use of Kinship Care (Reiatiﬁe Fbster Family
Homes) . |
Increase in Perinatal Drug Expésufé
| The>San Bernardino éouhty Departmént-éf'Public_Health 41.
Family Support Services'provided‘informationffrom a State of
California Perinatal;éﬁbs#ance Exposuré Study.which
developed a pfofilé of éléohol aha drug use during pregnancy
~in California in‘i992. In a cqmpérisqn of thevCalifofnia"
State Prevalence Raté,'Riverside Cdunty'Pre§élénce Rate, and
‘ SahvBernafdino CountyLPrevalenée Rafe, San Bernardino County
ranked highest in the use 6f alcohol, illicit drugs,'non;
illicit drugs, ahd‘tObacco. Drug use in general and'
perinatal substan¢e exposure is a’continuing problemlin
California as it is in the,fést of the couhtfy. iA study
donducted.in_San Bernardino'County in'léés’found that»Go-BO%
of the familieé invblved with‘Child Welfare Services citéd
substénce_abuse as a causative factor in‘their court
petition (K. Watkihs, perSohal cdmmunicétion,‘NOVember 12,
1997) . | | | |
ww.&m
The most common USévdf'the term kinship care is defined

‘as “out-of-home care provided by relatives to children in
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.the custbdy-of stété.childﬁwéifare agencies5 (Hegar‘&
Scannapieco, 1995). Kinship care ié a'cqmpiicated issue.
In “Ten Reasons to Inﬁest‘in thé Families of California”
recommended investment.S, was togxmomote the viability of
out-of-home placement withba relative.” Some ofbthe
benefits include care-givers who are familiar to the child
in a time of family crisis, usually means the child will be
- placed within a familiar racial or ethnic community,~énd
provides a less restrictive and usually more stable
placement for the child (Hegar, et al., 1995). This trend
has made kinship care an attractive choice for child welfare
workers making a placement decision. 1In california and San
Bernardino County, Relative Foster Family Home placements
have increased. At the same time, the percentage of Non-
relative Foster Family Home.placements héve leveled off or
decreased. This reversal in use of placement types is the
most significant change noted in the data.

A negative side to this placement trend, statistically,
is that children may end up staying in a kinship placemeﬁt
for a longer period of time which‘increases the number of
children in placement and the length of time spent‘in
placement. |

Barth's belief is that without “Ten Reasons to Invest
in the Families of California” and the passage of SB 1125,

the number of children in care would be much higher.
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‘Additional Factors , _

Experts in the field have suggested'othef factors that
may‘have contributed to an increase rathér‘than a decrease
in the number of childfen_in out-of-home placeménts. ‘They
'inciude: |

- increased number of teenage mothers and single parents,

- high child poverty rates - the 90's recession hit
California and San Bernardino County long and hard.

- domestic violence - there is a growing awareness of
this problem in our society but it continues to have
serious repercussions for many of the families with
children in care.

- parental mental illness - Mental Health's managed care
system has created significant roadblocks for accessing
care. This’may become a groWing problem.

- increased reports of child abuse and neglect - a better
awareness in the community has led to an increase in
reports.

- increased crime and‘gang membership‘— a study conducted
in San Bernardino Coﬁnty.ih 1995 iﬁdicated that at some
time during the family'reunification‘process, 50% of
all court petitiohs statédvthat one of the parents was
in jail. (Albert, 1994; Tatara, 1991; Testa, 1992)

As stated earlier, there is a positive side to this

 research. 'A continuum of services aimed at Strengthehing

the family and preventing oUt-fohome placement has started
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and will continuevto grow in the future. In addition to the
legislation and services mentioned along”with “Ten Reasoﬁs
to Invest in the Families of California” fecommended
investments, federal, state, and local agencies are
continually researching and impléﬁenting néﬁ policieé and
‘programs.

The Kinship Conference in February:1996 developed an
action plan for promoting kinship placement which resulted
in AB 1544 being passed in 1997. In 1998 the development of
funding for relative guardian placements’is being addressed.

Funding is always a major consideration in the
development and implementation of new programs and the
improvement of established programs. In 1997 a 6% Cost of
Living Adjustment (COLA) for basic foster care passed. This
wasdthe first rate increase since 1990. In 1996 San
Bernardino County increased their Specialized Care Increment
in order to keep more children in foster care rather than
place them in group homes or with Foster Family Agencies.
This not oﬁly saves money,. it also places the child in the
least restrictive, most home like environment.

California SB 163, Wraparound Service Pilot is another
- program currently being developed to provide intensive,
individualized services and support to children and families
with the most complex needs. The‘goal is to enable'these
children to remain in a stable, permanent, family-based

living environment as an alternative to being placed in a
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vhigh level group home placement,

| The main meaknessgof thisvstudybis‘the inability to
attributevchanges in the California and San‘Bernardino
County foster care systems to the publlcatlon of 'Ten
Reasons to Invest in the Families of Callfornla and the
'1mplementatlon of SB 1125 through the use of s1gn1f1cant
statistical analysis.‘ Demographlc changes, additlonal |
changes in the foster care system, or other forces operatlng
in s001ety such as those mentloned above ‘may have
contrlbuted to any changes noted»

Thls thesis has opened up many more 1ssues than 1t has
resolved. 'As society grows and evolves 1t contlnually
solves one,set of problems‘whlle creatlng a new,.seemlngly'
more complicated set. With the implementationvOffWelfare
Reform (PL 104 193 - Personal Respon51b111ty and Work
Opportunlty Reconc111atlon Act of 1996) and the ong01ng
changes in Chlld Welfare Services there w1ll be tremendous
'opportunltles to. conduct research not only on the changlng
characterlstlcs of chlldren in foster care but on,the“
changing characteristics_of‘famllies in'our society over the

next decade.
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